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ethers). Specif icaXly* the study sought to determine how people use 
Questions to reduce the uncertainty of meeting 'new people in 
impression-formation interviews. The subiects vere 14 male and 1U 
fema ]e ecmmunication students who had prevlousJ.y completed the Pole 
Category Questionnaire. T!\eSe subiects were tape recorded as they 
conducted an impression -^formation interview with one of the 
experipenters confederates. Following each interview, the subje'ct 
wrote ;an impression of the confederate, sex- of subject and sex of 
confederate were counterbalanced. The results indicated that higher 
cognitive complexity subjects, especially males, asked more questions 
during their impression interviews. The females in the study had 
higher complexity levels thah the males, but they did not necessarily 
seek more information than the high complexity males- The subjects 
did not necessarily ask the confederates questions that reflected 
their cognitive dimensions, but seemed to seek the information in 
wajrs that followed socially approved norms. (Author/PL) 
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A CONSTRUCT I VIST APPROACH TO UNCERTAINTY KLDUCIION 
IN INITIAL IMPRESSIONS ^ 




The process through Jjjjy^ch I nd I v Idua 1^^^^ to knd^ one another nml 
form Impressions has received wide a^f'^^MF^'^ ''^ recent years, , Researchers 
hiive examined the seek I ng^f^tr^plflr^^ during initial Interactions 



(Berger, 1973; Rub Ip^ :^P^77) j^U^ of qtiestions, answers, and the- 

offering of Infornjtfj^fw Gardner, Clatterbuck, & Schulman, 1976; 

Ayres. 1979) , ''th(e^0^ift^ af Impressions of others (Asch, \3h6\ 

*^€^''y» f'?5^&'y^ t*^® various attribution processed in impression 

fQrra€^<?fon>^^ t^alabrese, 1975; Clatterbuck, J979) » the patterns 

' and strii^ljr^^ In self'dlsclosure (Jourard, 1971; Gilbert, 1976, 1977; 



*j?0ar*Ciir^ Sharp, 1973), the role nonverbal behaviors in the social 
penetration process (Kelser & Altman/ 1976), and the effects of norm 
violation fn initial interaction (Berger, Gardner, Parks, Schulman R 
Mflfer, 1976). Consequently, various theoretical perspectives have been 
used to explain the findings of these Investigations. The present study 
examines the relationship betweeri two^matn p^spectlves which have been 
used In the past to understand the complex process of impression 
formation: uncertainty reduction and constructivism. 

Researchers working within the perspective of uncertainty reduction 
view the commun Icat ion Involved In Initial .interactions as functionally 
related to the psychological process of being uncerta in. about ^he other 
person. If little is known about- the other, one seeks whatever information 
necessary to provide a foundation for. further Interaction; research 
(Berger, 1973; Calabrese, 1975; MIMer S Steinberg, 1975; Berger £ 
Calabrese, 1975; Berger 8 Larimer, 197^) has shown that d6mographlc 
Information is used Inltv^lly to reduce the uncertainty. If the context 



of tf)e situfllon reduces the uiicer t o i Dty foi the i ixJ i v i diuH , the pel sor) 

seeks information (opinions, ottitudes, etc.) which is moi r personal in 

noture (Kubin, 1977» '979); the individual's perception of the context 

determines t,he uncertainty Ipvel of tlie sItUcition, Studies in this .ue.i 

« 

have not necessar i I y , cons i dered individual differences, but have provided 

a general over\^iew of' the processes through which individuals construct 

impressions which then serve as bases for future interactions. 

The construct ivist perspective hras been elaborated elsewhere in 

the literature (e.g., Delia, 1977; Swanson S Delia, 1976) and is not 

wholly incompatible with the work In uncertainty reduction. Briefly, 
» 

the construct I V is t perspective argues that: (1) ind^ividuals take^ an 
active role In interpreting and construing the*if worlds; (2) they 
actively order experiences by using their own system^ of personal 
categor ie^v ; • (3) these categories, or constructs, are used fn the process 
of forming impressions; and (h) this personal i nterpretat i on of others 
is use4 as a basis for, future actions towards others. Delia (1977') 
explained that within the cons t rue t i v I st perspective people come ,to 
understand others by forming (constructing) impressions or Images of the 
inner qualities, attitudes, etc., of others; these qualities are never 
perceived directly. Likewise, each I nd i v I dua 1 'has hls/h^r own cognitive 
structure or set of constructs which he/s^he uses to form Impressions and 
these cognitive structures differ among individuals in the number' of 
constructs used, the way in, which Xhe constructs are organized, and the 
content of the constructs indiA/iduals use In crisatlng their worlds. Thus, 
1 1 can be argued' that the constructs Individuals "use ^in forming impressions 

■ • V 

are instrumental in developing more certain Impressions and in reducing 
uncertainty about the othfer. 



C()(}iHlivo J ixn|>l (»x i I y i(((»rs» In |>tn U the' luimhcr of (lillctcftl 
cojistructs or ^rms (and their oppositcs) i ful i v iciuti 1 s iis(r io l.Ucm)oi i/o 
people, events, etc. For e)w)inplc» one individual m^iy sro ()lher^ iti iciins 
ol s d imens Ions : i n I e 1 1 i ()(mU" i (jnoi iin I , i 1 i t\b I e-inu c I i ob \r , pr (M ( y- 
plain, friendly-hostile, kind-medn* and wanu-cold. Anolhel* mjy use only 
two d in>ens ions : smart-dull, f r iendly- impart ia 1 . Tfujs, not only the 
number or quantity of constructs (i.e., relative complexity level) 
differs between these two individuals, but also the con.tent or type of 
constructs differs. The rules inherent in the use of the constructs 
in the system would also differ in that the same construct may, in 
fact, have widely diverse referents. The above example revealed that 
the first individual saw tt»e opposite of "friendly" to be "host i It?" 
while the second individual saw the opposite, to be " isnpar t i a 1 " This 
' difference emphasizes the i nd i v idua 1 Tty of the cognitive dimensions 
people develop for constructing their social worlds. 

This, notion, that impression formation is an entirely personal 
process, implle^that It is impossible to generalize beyond the indi- 
vidual un i t . /However , it is not impossible to generalize about the role 
of . communication in the formation of Impressions. As Delia (1977) 
pointed out, the preseryt research emphasis on variable analysis is not 
cphsistent with constructivism. He suggests that the key to research 
in this area is to discover the cognitive dimensions mdividuals use, 
their constructs and r^ges of application, and then to develop theoreti- 
cally grounded categories so that commonalities in individuals may be 
Identified. Thus, if the researcher begins with the subjects' cognitive 
dimensions, the Impulse to fit subjects into neat, predetermined categories 
will be eliminated. As Clark (1^9) argued, those measures which al 1( 
subjects to reveal their thought processes provide a greater quantity 



low 



and quality of i nformal ioi) . This results in a inoro rxtensivo oiwilysis 

process, but Is profitable In a heuristic sense. 

f 

The approach used in the present Investigation allows the examination 
of differing h Icii^arch I es of constructs created by individuals, yet 
encourages the search for cofim^na 1 1 1 ics among Individuals of similar 
complexity levels. The study Is designed to explore the relationships 
between individual construct systems and inforM>ation seekin(} during ♦ 
impression formation. Specifically, tills study is an i n 1 1 la 1 ^t tempt to 
examine possible relationships among the individuals' inherent construct 
systems, the initial communication Individuals use to seek Information 
from others, and the resultant Impresslbns after the need for Information 
has been satisfied. Since constructivism purports that actions towards 
others are a function of the construct systems Individuals have developed. 
It should follow that individuals will seek Information about others, 
upon flVst meeting them, which coincides with the constructs they most 
often use. That Is, given the chance, Individuals y/111 ask questions of 
new acquaintances which .help them form their unique, personal Impressions 
and reduce whatever uncertainty they have. Thu^, it Is hypothesized: 

HjC Questions asked In impression formation Interviews will 
reflect the constructs Individuals use to form their 
Impressions of others. , - I 

Kelly (1955) suggested that Individuals have a wide range of possible 
consti*ucts which they use In creat I ng* the I r social wo'rlds. Some pf these 
are less resilient under the Impact of new experiences; these constructs 
tend to constitute the more subordinate aspects of one's cons truct . sys tern. 
The less permeable, or more resilient, constructs are more durable In 



n^^ture and tend to achieve superordi na I pobiiioiis in {he individual's 
grand organizational scheme of constructions. From this should 
follow that, those constructs possessirW) the qu.)lities ol durobilily and 
Impermeabl eness are those constructs hcld'mast conticjl lo the i^ividual 
within a certain context; these central constructs then shoul^^^c^r more 
frequently in the queJTt ions asked during the impression formatioi) inter- 
view than thoj>e consirucLs which are nal as cenlraK It i s t^ypothcs i /cd : 



H^: Questions asked In Impression formation interviews will 
reflect the Ind Ivlduals ' central constructs 

Some past studies have examined complexity levels, sex difference^, 

and Information seeking patterns. Under the assumption that fema'^lcs 

apparently use more categories to' describe others, Nidorf and Crockett 

(196^4) studied sex d 1 f f erences in information seeking. When using the 

number of pages exami ned jin bookl ets of Information conta i n i ng persona li ty 

traits of individuals as the dependent measure, they found that females 

sought significantly more* I nformat ion than males. Supposedly, this was 

a result of females having^ a greater number of cognitive categories which 

V 

they bring to the situation; however, the study did not actually measure 
the subjects' numbe^ of cognitive categories. . This study suggests the 
following two hypotheses for the present investigation: 

Hjt Females will seek more information than males about 

others when forming impressions, 
H|^: Females will have higher complexity levels than males* 

Leventhal and Singer (196^) examined reaction^ to the mater I a 1 s Hjsed 
in impression formation tasks. They collected reactions to judgment tasks 

\ 




concerning evaluation^ of the clarity of the Impression, adequacy of the 
Information, need for additional Information, likelihood of change in 
the stimulus person's personality, and curiosity about the stimulus 
person. Results Indicated that complex subjects experience more 
uncertainty regarding their Impressions than middle-complex subjects and 

V 

significantly greater uncertainty than low-complex subjects. This con be 

interpreted as support for the notion that ccnnplex subjects require 

greater amounts of Information before they can form Impressions of which 

they are certain. As a result of these findings, this study also 
« 

hypothesizes: 

Hj.: High con)plexity individuals will seek -rtiore information 

about others when forming Impressions than will low 

complexity individuals. 

» \ 

J Finally, since complexfty level Is thought to be relatively stable 
in nature, an exploratory correlation analysis of all possible variables 
in the study was deemed necessary In order to report valuable Information 
for further investigations. ^ ^ ^ 

METHODS ' 

Subjects were 28 students enrolled In freshman commun I caClon 
courses at a mldwestern university. During regularly scheduled class 
periods, approximately 100 students cof^p I e ted the 2-role version of the 
Role Category Questionnaire (Crockett, I965) In which they were asked to 
describe In writing two peers, on^ "lIKed and one disliked. The 
Individual constructs used In their descriptions were then Identified. 
To assure reliability in identifying the constructs, an independent 

8 ' 
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cod^r scored a subsample of 20 questionnaires. Cor re Kit Ion aii.> lysis 
(Pearson's r) revealed inter-rater reliability of ,98, The sompir of 
W« niales and 1*4 females was then randomly seloctiMl 1 1 om the i n i { i .1 1 100. 

^ One week following the complexity measure, subjects were lt\formed 
that they had been randotnly selected as subjects for a communication 
study. They were not provided with any basis for connecting the two 
parts of the study. In fact, a quest ion (Was asked at the end of the 
Study dealing with the subjects' suspicions about the noture of tfte 
experiment. None of the subjects connected the Role Category 
Questionnaire with the experimental situation^ all mentioned that they 
thought the researcher was studying how impressions we*e formed but no 
mention was mack; of complexity or term^ used fo describe others. 

At the' pre-arranged time, ^eh subject was led to an interview room 
where a student confederate was waiting/ The two male >and two feiiiale 

'confederates used in this study had been instructed to answer dinectly 
all questions asked the subjects (I.e., to give whatever information" 
was requested of them without detailed el-abof'at Ian). , Particular 
attention in a practice situation was given to assuring that the length 
of response properly correlated with the intended length implied by 
the question. ' Sex of subject and sex of confederate were counter- ^' 
balanced. / 

In the experimental situation, each subject was told that he/sh^ 
would later tie asked to form a general impression of the confederate 

''and that he/ sf^e could aSk the confederate any and all questions necessary 
tt> help form this impression. The Impress Ion fi^rmatlon Interviews were 
openly tape-recorded. Following thfi^ Interview, each subject was asked 
to write an Impression of the confederate. ^ 
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From the tape record I nys, transcripts were made. Counts werr 
then taken of the numbcM of questions nsked, and' the subject ol i*ac h 
question was noted. It)e impression formed of tfic conlcdoratc wos 
scored in a similar manner to theorigrnal 2-Role Category Questionnaire. 
The constructs were abst rac ted f rom the impressions arui were listed 
for each subject. Since the number of distinct constructs was being 
e)femined, repeated constructs and obvious negations of constructs 
(using ''un-'' or 'Mn-'' or '*not/^ etc) were not counted as separate 
and distinct construt^ts- 

Thus, the following Information for each subject was gathered: 
n 1 sex of subject , \2] number of constructs used on t!he 2- Role Category 
Questionnat re , [31 number of questions asked in the Interview wi th the 
confederate , aryd ['♦I number of constructs used i n _the final Imprfess ton. 

■ • ■> ' 

\ 

For analysis purpose's, scores on the original cbmplexlty measure were 
divided at the median (17^5 construct^) to categorize subjects into high 
complexity ( iB-'iO constructs) ' and low comp I ex i ty (13-17 constructs) groups. 
This provided the fifth n)easure,[5) cognitive co<nplexlty> 

Further comparisons of the content of the constructs and questions 
resulted In four other measures. By comparing the content of the questions 
asked duftng the interview with the original 2-Role Category Questionnaire 
constructs, a sixth measure was devised, (6j questions matching 2-Role 
constructs . Likewise, the constructs used in the Impress i on wrj t ten 
following the I nterv lew were compared to the questions asked during the 
interview producing a seventh measure, [71 impression constructs 
ma tch ing quest Ions $sked . 

Since one of the hypotheses d^als with the relative central ity 

■> 

of cons true 1 5*,*^ the content of the Impression constructs and the content 

10 



of the 2"f\ole constructs were ccHiiparcd for coch suhjocl producint) <in 
elghtli measure, (8| cent \ a 1 1 1 y (i)unibor of iinpressioi) <.unstiu(ts injtchinq 
the 2-Role constructs). Finally, the number of questions askeil (hirinci 
the Interact Ion which sought information about ihv cenlial coristructs 
resulted In a ninth measure, 19) ques t ion s asked "i_^LL?^jiJjH[ 
cons true ts . 

The following example shoul d ^c lar i f y the creation of the above 
mentioned variables, (The bracketed numbers refer to the above- labc I I ed 
data gathered for each subject.) Subject 1/3. a female Ml. used the 
following constructs on the 2-Role Category Questionnaire: 



V 



For the person liked: 

friend ly 
k i nd 

unsel f i sh 
thoughtful 
sensitive to others 
has few fau I ts 
unconce i ted 

feels bad whrfn offending others 
sad 

c lothes-concerned 
hard worker 
attract ive 



For the person disliked; 

i nte I 1 i gent 

talented 

nio^e 

brags 

i nsecure 

at tract i ve ^ 



ERIC 



In the above ll.st» the term ''attractive'* occurred twice and the second 

mention was not counted since only discrete constructs were being 

\ 

examined In this stuJy. ^Thus, the individual's complexity score on the 

« 

2-"Role Category Questionnaire was seventeen {21.. placing her in the 
low complexity group 15] » * 

Subject ff9 asked twelve (3) questions of the male confederate in 
the Interview- The actual questions were: 

• . . . \ ■ 



What activities do you have? 
Do you like concerts? 
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Do you like football? 
What Is your major? 

What kind of courses do you have to take? 
Were you In another major before? 

Why did you chancje; I mean do you kiu^ tor sure (his is the 

career you want? 
How lony is it takiiuj you to graduate? 
Where are you fro«Ti? \ 
Where do you live novyr 

In your fraternity, /s there one speciol thinc) th.ii you oil hove 

in convnon? / 
What kind of cjuy^ lilve in your hoi\se? 

Fol lowing this l^intf/ract ion, the subject wrote an impression of the 
CQnfederate which contained the following eight I'll constructs: 



n i ce 
f r lendly 

interested In sports 

not sure about his career 

not serious 

a people-^ person 

needs others* company 

open-ml nded 

* • 

An examination of the above Indicates that there were no (6l questions 

directly asking for Information about the original 2-'Role constructs; 

howevipr- there were two (71 final Impression constructs which reflected 

the questions asked In the Intervlew--*'lnterested In sports*' and "'not 

sure about his career."^ Further analysis showed two l8) impression 

constructs which matched the original 2-Role constructs, the central 

constructs of ''nice" and *'fr lendly . " And by examining the questions 

asked, we find that none 19] of the questions reflected these central 

« 

constructs. 

Appropriate statistical tests to assess differences or relationships 
were performed on the data for the 28 subjects In this study. 
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RESULTS 

r 

The first two hypotheses predict relationships between the 2-Role 
constructs and the questions asked of the .confedc^ralos duriru) t f)V 
subjects' interviews. Frequency analysis fouftd that ot the twenty-eiqht 

•A - • 

subjects, only ten persons used ques t ions during the intervJ ew wh ich 

matched their original constructs. Of those ten subjects^ three each 

used I, ^» and 3 original constructs In their questions and one 

subject used This represents a total of 22 original constructs 

which appeared' In questions during the interviews of the 573 2-Role 

constructs (i.e., 3-8 percent) used by the twenty-eight subjects. Also, 

onTy~T2 of the total questions asked during the I nteract IqIi (N = 389) 

revealed these 2-Role constructs (I.e., 2,5 percent). Thus, little 

suppoM.was received for the first hypothesis s I nc^* relat ive ly few 

ft 

questions during the Interaction contained constructs which reflected 
the subjects' pr^v ious;.2'RoIe constructs. 

Counts had been taken of the number of Constructs each itidivldgal 
had repeat-ed In the final Impression task to determine the number of 
relatively central constructs u^d by each subject (X 2,0^). A 
total of twenty-thr6e of the twenty-eight subjects used at least one 
construct In the final Impression that had also been used In the injtlal 
2-Role C-etegory Questionnaire (i.e., central c6nstructs). Of these 
twenty-three subjects, five persons had 1 central construct, ten had 
2, three had 3, three had A, one had 5» and one had 6 central constructs. 
It was hypothes I zed' that questions In the Interview would closery reflect 
these central constructs. The number of questions dealing with these 
central constructs 'was extremely small Five subjects asked questions 
about' 1 of their central constructs^ and three subjects asked questions 



about 3 of their central constructs. It appears Ctiat, when given 
the opportunity, these Individuals did not ask others for the 
Information which they most often use in formipg their lifipress I ons . 
of others. Thus, little or no Support was received for the seccind 
hypothesis. >y 

However, ^osfer anpV^sIs of the fina^l igipression constructs and 
their reflection of the questions aske^ in the interview ^ev.ealed that 
twenty-seven of the twenty-eight subjects u^ed at least one question 
which later led to an Impresslor^ construct. Nine subjects , used one 
construct that had been directly requested In the interview, four 
subjects used 2 constructs, four used 3, four used A, three subjects 
used 5, one used 6, oi%p used 7, and one used 1^, It appears that the 
constructs used in the final Impressions better reflect the questions 
asked In the Interview than do the original 2-rQle constructs. 

It was further hypothesized that a relationship would exist 
between complexity level, sex of subject,, and number ffK questions 
a^ked during the interaction. The data are reported In Table I. / 



Table I about here 



A 2 X 2 analysis of variance revealed a significant two-way 
Interaction with the complexity variable seemingly accounting for mos^ 
of the .variance ( » df = 1/24, p< .05). .An examination of 

the Individual means revealed that high complexity males (X - 22.4) 
asked significantly more questions (p < .05»Tukey) than low complexity 
males ()f ^ 9.8), and low complexity females (X = 12.2). Differences on 
the mean number of questions asked by high complexity females (X » 14.2) 
did not differ s fghlf Icantly from any other group means. 
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The third hypothesis prediLlcd d I't- 1 .1 1 i Diisfi i p IxMwoon srx ol 

subject and information seekliic); t he- *ina i ys i s ot Viiricuue round I hi s 

rt- Kit ionsh i p to not be s t o t i s t 1 y s i qn i f i (:<.in( (f 0.10, df/' 1 . 
Ik 

n,s.). Total number o# questions asked did not differ between iemdles 
(X - 13. 50 J and males (X - 1'*.29). 

The fourth hypothesis predicts higher complex! l-y levels for fenioles 
than for ma'les. A t^ test examining the means of males and females on 
the 2-Role Category Questionnaire revealed a significant difference 
(j^ = 2.06; df = 26, £<.65). Males (-^ = 17. 6M used fgwer constructs 
than did females (X" = 23.29). Thus, the data support this hypothesis. 

The final hypothesis anticipated a relationship between complexity 
and information seeking. Using complexity as the independent variable, 
a sign if icant relationship emerged = 2.5K ^ ^ 26,1 .02) . High 
complexity persons asked more questions (X = 17-1^) thatl low complexity 
persons (X^ = IQ.6^). Thus, the hypothesis was supported. 

Finally, product-moment correlat ij|n was used in an exploratory 
manner to examine relationships amonp several variables: (1) n«mber 
of constructs subjects used on the 2-Role Category Ques t ionna i res 
(complexity); (2) number of questions subjects asked in the interviews 
with the confederates (amount of information seeking); (3) number of 
constructs subjects used in writing th^ir impressions of the *conf eder- 
ates following the interview (impression constructs); {^) number of 
interview questions which match, in content, the 2-Role constructs; 
(5) number of constructs used in the final impres^^ion which matcli, 
In content, the quest l^s asked during the interview; (6) number of 
impression constructs matching, in content, the 2-"Role constructs 
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(central constructs); and (7) number of questions osked during the 
Interview which match, in content, the central constructs, Hiese 
cor^^elat Ions are reported in Table 2. 



Table 2 about here 



The data* in Table 2 indicate significant correlations between 
ythe following variables: (I) the number of 2-Role constructs (i.e«, 
complexity level) and the number of central constructs (*58); (2) the 
number of 2-'Role constructs aiW the number of constructs^ used in the 
final Impress ion t^^) ; (3) the number of questions askecl^ dur i ng the 
Interview and the number of final constructs used C»39); and {k) the 

number of questions^ asked during the Fnteractlon and the number of 

> ■ ■ 

Impression constructs matching the content of these questions (♦38)* 
All possible correlathon possibilities for the final four variables 
(showing higher correlations and significant) Indicate more so the 
processes of constructing these variables than any salient relation- 
ships not yet uncovered. The small numbers used In the correlations^ 

^ 

tend to statistlcalfV Inflate the correlation coefficients since there 
is a greater ' chance that persons with, for. example, more central con- 
structs will have more Interview questions matching these central 
constructs than persons with few or no central constructs* 

' DISCUSSION ■ ' " 

Past studies have examined Irtformatlon seeking to discover how 
individuals go about reducing the uncertainty of- the situation of 
Interacting with an unknowa other. It has been Iniplled that th^ 
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process of forming impressions consists of gathering this informatiofi 
so that future interaction can be more predictable. The pK^sent 
investigation sought o relationship between Individuals' own uonstiuct 
systems and their Information-seeking pract i ces . to dis'covei if a 
relationship exists between cognitive structure and the process of 
forming impress ions . 

Itv general, thi present study found differences between high at^d 
low complexity individuals In the amount of information required to form 
Impressions. Specifically,, it was discovered that even though males 
use fewer constructs to describe others (I.e., they have lower complexity 
levels), those males^who are high In complexity do seek more Information 
when forhiing Impressions than low complexity individuals (but not 
necessarily more than high complexFty TemaTesy. Fn WFs Thslancer^^ 
higher complexity levels indicated that there were more categories tb 

) • . 

fill and thus greater amounts of information were sought. However, the 
complex relationship which was found can only serve as a basis for 
further research in the area of sex differences and cognitive complexity 
utilizing gr^eater numbers of subjects. 

The most important finding of this Investigation concerns the 
process of gathering Information for forming Impressions, /^lalysis of 
the data has indicated that the subjects indeed did not use all their 
cognitive categories to structure the questions they ^sked the object 
-of their Impression. Hpwever, closer examination reveals that all 
j'subjects buf*one used at least one construct in their final impressions^ 
which matched a question which they asked during the interview. This 
provides a clue to the Individuality and effect of the context on the 
use of Constructs. As we have seen, people do seem to have a certain 



i7 



16 

V 

number of constructs wfiicfi sonu^wluit (.(M)ticii ( iin()(M humI) 1 1*) • Unwrvri , 

post-hoc analysis reveals that high complexity imiivlcluals (X = ?»57) 
and low coniplexity individuals (X ^ 1 . I>0) do not difler s i (jr\ i f i cant 
In tf>c number of central constructs th(*y' poss(»ss (t ^ 1.93, df, >?6, n. .. 
What is suggested here is an even more chanqe^ible system fn operation 
than previously thought* Although Kelly (1955) has argued that a range 
of experience exists for these constrjjcts, past reseaich has not provided 
a clear indicatioi) of the variable nature of construct systems. /As 
Delia (1977) has explained: 

/ 

Moreover, a perceiwr spontaneously use^ only a 

small pdrtion of his available constructrs in constriiing 

any particular situation yr person. Consequent ly , y the 

nature of a person ' 5 "impression of another or asocial 

situation will be a function of th^ complexity, consent, 

^ / 

and implicit rules of use character*iz i ng hi^ Interpersonal 
fconstruct system. Most inipor'tant ly , as persons have 

r 

different ranges of soc ia 1 exper fences they can be expected > 
to develop Interpersonal construct systems varying widely 
In the qualitative level of social understand i ng , they / 

afford. 72) 

■ / 

Since tf)'e time frame of the pVesent study cons isted of the 
informal lor^'-seeklng interv few occurring one week following the ■ 
collection of the origlna/ 2-Role constructs, one cannot expect this 
time lapse of one week to totally explain the phange in individual 
corhstructs. Pas^ research (Rubin, 1977, 1979) has indicated the effefct 
of the individual's perception of . the context on information seeking, 
but such discrepant construct systems have not previously been found. 
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More than likely what seems to be operoting is <i view of tho experimental 
context of interaction with an unknown otiier which differs from the 
original 2-Role construct collection process where the subjects described 
liked or disliked peers (who they may have known foi some time). 
Duck (1973) earlier pointed to differences in constructs used to 
describe friends and new acquaintances and the present results support 
these findings. 

One final l^sue which merits discussion is, if subjects did not 
use all their constructs In structuring their impressions and seeking 
information yet impressions were ff>rmed which contained information 
about th6 other which was not directly requested, from where did this 
new inforniatlon cotne? The most obvious answer points to the inference 
process where» for example, an individual asks a question such as, 
"Do yQu belong to a fraternity?*' Tn order to make an 35^^^ 
the cognitive category *'soc lal- loner The use of the inference process 
thus allows the Individual to seek Information from others which both 
satisfies the cognitive categories and fits within the s<Jclal norms > 
of ''not getting too persbnal" when first meeting nev| people. Another 
answer must be that information is gathered from the nonverbal elements 
present In the situation which cannot be totally accounted for In an 
Investigations The mere act of the confederate answering the subjects' 
questions couTd fulfill the subjects' "social" c^\istruct; however, with 
another individual the construct may not be fulfilled until the 
confederate answers the questions without obvious nervousness In body • 
movement? and vocal quality. The previous example where subject 

■ 

number nine used "nice" and "f r ie/idly'.' as central constructs seems to 
be representative of this process. Likewise, judgments of physical 



attributes of the other cnn be made which represent the constructs 
some individuals use to classify others (e.g., pretty, attractive, 
stately, etc.). 



The present investigation has repeatedly pointed to the 
individual nature of constructs, the organization of the constructs, 
and ways in which individuals form Impressions of others .In relatipn 
to the specif icf context as it is defined and perceived by the 
individual. Future Investigations In Impression formation processes 
must consider and attempt to answer the following questions: (1) What 
aspects of the context affect changes In the constructs Individuals use 
to anticipate the Inner states of others? (2) What proportions of 
Information are directly asked of others, Inferred from nonverbarl 
qualities. Inferred from statements the other makes, an\l are left 
unassessed when IndlvlduaVs are forming impressions?, (3) Is l.t posstbl 
to distinguish central from less-durable constructs when examining 
individual construct systems and what effect, If any, does the hler-^ 
archicdl cognitive system have-on Information seeking or. on the' 
Impressions ultimately formed? {h) What effect, If any, do social 
norms have on the information we seelj: from others when constructing 
Impressions? (5) Can we categoHSie perceptions of situations and 
contexts In a way which will add meaning to the'processes In which 
Individuals actively construe their worlds and gather information to 
satisfy thefee construals? Until these and many other questions are 
answered theiprocess of Impression formation cannot be fully understood 
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TABLE I 

Analysis of Vai lance Suinmory l\)l)U»: 
Number of O^cslions Asked in the Interview 



Source of Variation 


Suh) of 
Squares 




MoJii 
Snu.) r I' 




F 


t 


Total 


1 f- 1 O / O 

1 5m8.68 


27 










Sex of Subject 


'4.32 


1 


^♦.32 


0. 


10 


,ns 


Complexity ^^^^ 


295.75 


1 


295.75 


6. 


96 


.05 


Sex X Complexi ty 


229.50 




229.50 


5- 


'♦O 


.05 


Error 


1019. 1 1 












Total 


1 5 ' . 68 


27' 


'56 . 1 0 









TABLE 2 

Table of Correlations Among Variables 



Number of: 

Z-Role Constructs 

Interview Questions 

Fl na r impress Ion 
Constructs 

r 

Interview Questions ^ 
Matching 2-Role . 
Cons^tructs 

Final Impression 
Constructs Matching 
Interview Question* 

Central Constructs 

Interview Questions 
Matching Central 
Constructs 



0.26 



0.39>^ 0.39''< 



0.20 



0.15 

0.58'^'^'"' 0.13 



0.25 



0.32 



0.29 

0.72'V.v,v 0.55"'"^ 

O.'^l'"^ O.'^h'- 0.^5'^" 

0.37'^ 0.72'^'^'^ 0.70'^'^'^ 0.51'^'> 



1 



* a » .05 



* a « .01 



24 



* a .001 



